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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
V. 
TYLER JAY DEAL, 
Defendant-Appellant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
NO. 43411 
Canyon Co. CR-2013-14117 & 
CR-2015-5841 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF 
_______________ ) 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature of the Case 
This appeal actually concerns two separate district court cases that were 
consolidated below and on appeal. 
In the first case, CR-2013-14117, hereinafter referred to as the tools case, Mr. 
Deal pied guilty to grand theft by deception and received a sentence of five years with 
the first three years fixed, suspended, and he was placed on probation for five years. 
Mr. Deal was charged in the second case, CR-2015-5841, hereinafter referred to 
as the firewood case. Mr. Deal pied guilty to grand theft and was sentenced to 10 years 
with five fixed and was sent on a rider. His probation in the first case was also revoked 
and he was sent on a concurrent rider. 
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APSI) to the court explaining that Mr. Deal had been transferred to another institution 
because he admitted to staff that he had made a detailed plan on how to escape from 
NICI and recruited other offenders to escape as well. 
The Court relinquished jurisdiction without a hearing. Mr. Deal then brought a 
Rule 35 motion for reconsideration of the relinquishment and/or reduction of sentence. 
The court denied reconsidering the relinquishment but reduced the 10 year sentence in 
the firewood case to five years with the first 2 Yz fixed to run concurrent with the five 
year sentence with the first three years fixed in the tools case. 
Appellant timely appeals, asserting that the district court abused its discretion 
when it relinquished jurisdiction over his case, and also, when it denied his motion to 
reconsider relinquishment of jurisdiction. 
Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings 
The official version of the tools case was explained in the PSI as follows: 
On March 4 2013, Officers from the Nampa Police Department obtained a 
Fraud report from Robert Mccurdy. He advised that Tyler Deal had taken 
several thousands of dollars worth of tools from him and did not pay the 
agreed amount for purchase. 
Mccurdy stated Deal contacted him regarding his Cornwall brand tools. 
Deal said someone had stolen his tools and he needed tools immediately 
to go to work. He selected the tools, and agreed to pay $6,335.52. 
However, Deal did not have the money with him, so he gave a credit card 
to hold the tools. Mccurdy gave him the tools and took the 
credit card. Deal never returned with the money. Mccurdy charged the 
credit card, and it returned as declined. 
Mccurdy attempted to contact Deal several times via telephone, but could 
not reach him. He said another tool dealer by the name of John Bellar had 
recognized the tools at a house in Meridian. The name of the person was 
Rod Canoy, who claimed he had purchased the tools from Deal for more 
than a $1000. 
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On March 12, 2013, Officers spoke to Deal. He remembered speaking to 
Mccurdy. He claimed Canoy had stolen the tools out of his vehicle. He 
claimed he could not get the tools because they are under investigation 
due to his arrest in Oregon. He said he had a meeting with his attorney, 
and would get back to Officers with an answer regarding the 
tools. 
Officers spoke to Canoy. He said he purchased the Cornell tools from 
Deal for $1,900. He agreed to return them to Mccurdy. A list of the tools 
were provided to Canoy. 
PSI, p. 3. 
Mr. Deal was charged with grand theft by deception. (R. p. 11-12.) Pursuant to 
a plea agreement where the state agreed to recommend probation, Mr. Deal pied guilty 
as charged. (R. p. 33.) On May 6, 2014, the court sentenced him to five years with the 
first three years fixed, suspended, and placed him on probation for five years. (R. p. 
49-50.) 
A petition for probation violation was filed on May 1, 2015, alleging commission 
of a new crime, changing residences without permission and failing to complete 
programing/treatment. (R. p. 56, 59.) 
In the new case, CR-2015-5841, Mr. Deal was charged with Grand Theft by 
False Promise and Computer Fraud. (R. p. 145-146.) The complaint alleged as follows 
in Count I: 
That the Defendant, Tyler Jay Deal, on or about the 16th day of July, 
2014, in the County of Canyon, State of Idaho, pursuant to a scheme to 
defraud, did obtain a check for One Thousand dollars ($ 1,000.00), the 
property of Jeri Nutt by an expressed and/or implied 
representation that the Defendant would deliver 28 cords of wood in the 
future when he had no such intention. 
Complaint, p. 1. (R. p. 144.) 
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The new case was consolidated with the old. (R. p. 154-155, 158.) 
On May 15, 2015, at a change of plea hearing, Mr. Deal admitted to the 
probation violations in the old case, pied guilty to Grand Theft by False promises in the 
new case and the other charges were dismissed. Both parties recommended a 
concurrent rider with the underlying sentence on the new case open to argument. (R. p. 
161-164.) 
On May 22, 2015, the court sentenced Mr. Deal on the new felony to 10 years 
with the first 5 years fixed concurrent with the sentence in the old case, and retained 
jurisdiction. (R. p. 178, 182.) In the old case, the court executed the previous sentence 
of five years with the first three years fixed and retained jurisdiction and sent him on the 
concurrent traditional rider. (R. p. 135-136.) 
Shortly thereafter, on July 20, 2015, the court received a letter from the 
Department of Corrections which it treated as an APSI. The court relinquished 
jurisdiction without a hearing in both cases. (R. p. 137, 192.) 
On July 23, 2015, Mr. Deal, through counsel, filed in both cases a motion to 
reconsider relinquishment of jurisdiction. (R. p. 194.) 
The Addendum to the Presentence Investigation Report (APSI) submitted 
in this case indicates that Tyler and another inmate had developed some 
elaborate plan to escape. Both he and this other inmate were relinquished. 
The APSI goes on to state that not only was this a plan but there was 
some sort of possibility to follow through with this plan. 
After discussing the matter with Tyler he indicates that on one evening he 
and another inmate were having a discussion that included talking about 
the two men that escaped in New York as well as the folks that had 
escaped from Cottonwood in the past. This conversation was not a 
serious conversation but simply a casual conversation (given 
where they were housed). Tyler indicates that there was never any 
intention to follow through but this all boils down to one simple casual 
conversation. Tyler has way too much to lose to not follow through on his 
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programming. Additionally, the underlying sentence in the 2015 charge is 
5 years fixed followed by 5 years indeterminate. That is quite a hefty 
sentence especially given the facts of the case and the fact this is his first 
time in prison let alone his first Rider. 
Rule 35 Motion. (R. p. 198-199.) 
The motion requested that the court reconsider relinquishing jurisdiction or 
alternatively reduce the underlying sentence. (R. p. 199.) 
The court had a hearing where the defendant was not personally present. (R. p. 
212.) The court refused to reconsider relinquishment but did reduce the sentence in the 
new firewood case from 10 years with five fixed to five years with 2 Yi fixed to run 
concurrent with the sentence in the old case. (R p. 213.) 
Mr. Deal timely appeals from both cases. (R. p. 200.) 
ISSUE 
Whether the district court abused its discretion when 1t relinquished jurisdiction 
over Appellant's cases and/or refused to reconsider relinquishment? 
ARGUMENT 
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Relinquished Jurisdiction Over 
Appellant's Cases And/or Refused to Reconsider Relinquishment 
The decision to place a defendant on probation or to relinquish jurisdiction after a 
period of retained jurisdiction lies within the discretion of the district court, but the court's 
decision must be consistent with any applicable law. State v. Braaten, 144 Idaho 606, 
607, 167 P.3d 357, 358 (Ct. App. 2007). This Court examines three questions when 
reviewing a discretionary decision of the district court: (1) did the district court correctly 
perceive the issue as one of discretion; (2) did the court act within the boundaries of 
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such discretion and consistently with applicable legal standards; and (3) did the court 
reach its decision through the exercise of reason. State v. Lutes, 141 Idaho 911, 917, 
120 P.3d 299, 305 (Ct. App. 2005). A district court does not abuse its discretion in 
relinquishing jurisdiction where there is sufficient information before it to determine that 
a suspended sentence and probation would be inappropriate under the statutory criteria 
for placing a defendant on probation or imposing imprisonment. See State v. Statton, 
136 Idaho 135, 137, 30 P.3d 290, 292 (2001 ); I.C. § 19-2521. 
In this case, the court received a three sentence long Addendum to PSI which 
recommended that jurisdiction be relinquished. 
The court's order relinquishing jurisdiction provided in full as follows: 
The Court having committed the above named Defendant to the State of 
Idaho Department of Corrections for a retained jurisdiction for a period of 
three hundred sixty-five (365) days, and, 
The Court having received and fully reviewed the addendum to the 
presentence investigation report from the Idaho State Correctional 
Institution dated July 14, 2015, and Good Cause Appearing, IT IS 
HEREBY ORDERED, that the jurisdiction retained by the Court pursuant 
to Idaho Code 19-2601 (4) be, and is hereby, RELINQUISHED. 
Order Relinquishing Jurisdiction, p. 1. (R. p. 192.) 
Appellant asserts that the court abused its discretion by relinquishing jurisdiction 
under these circumstances. Basically this all boils down to whether it was incarcerated 
young men causally talking about something they were really not going to do or whether 
he really is a serious security risk. To make matters worse, the court made its decision 
that he was the latter without Mr. Deal being present to more fully explain his side of the 
story. 
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Not only do the circumstances include those explained by his attorney in the Rule 
35 Motion but a close review of the C notes shows that it took a while for the letter to be 
issued to the court, Mr. Deal had only been at Cottonwood for seven days and he was 
still in his blackout period where he could not contact his family. 
While Appellant of course agrees that strong measures may well be warranted by 
bona fide security risks, this was not that situation. Mr. Deal had been convicted of non-
violent fraud crimes, and had everything to gain and nothing to lose by completing a 
rider. The idea that he would escape from a rider and leave the country and send for 
his family and go to a country that does not extradite strains credulity. Quite frankly, his 
discussion with other inmates seems just to be the product of a mind which was seen 
too many movies rather than a criminal mastermind. 
Accordingly, the court abused its discretion when it relinquished jurisdiction 
and/or refused to reconsider. 
CONCLUSION 
Appellant respectfully requests that this Court vacate the di . trict court's order 
relinquishing jurisdiction and remand his case to the district co for him to be placed 
on probation. }<-
DATED thi~ day of May, 2016. 
7 
CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 
The undersigned does hereby certify that the electronic brief submitted is in co pliance 
with all of the requirements set out in I.AR. 34.1, and that an elect[ nic copy , as 
served on each party by emailing it to the Attorney General ate ag.idah .gov. 
Dated and certified this 9th Day of May, 2016 
8 
